From: Koporec, Kevin

To: Scully, Pam

Cc: Frederick, Tim

Subject: Review of LCP OU1 95% RD report

Date: Tuesday, September 21, 2021 5:45:56 PM
Attachments: LCP OU1 95%RD Sep2021.docx

Pam,

Per your request, | have reviewed the subject report and am attaching my comments. In particular, |
would point you to my first comment which is specifically to you rather than to the writer of the
report. Let me know if any questions. Thanks,

Kevin

Kevin Koporec
Toxicologist
EPA Region 4
(404)562-8644

From: Scully, Pam <scully.pam@epa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 9:24 AM

To: Koporec, Kevin <Koporec.Kevin@epa.gov>; Thoms, Sharon <Thoms.Sharon@epa.gov>; Ferreira,
James <Ferreira.James@epa.gov>

Subject: FW: Service Request Number: 5968

From: SCULLY.PAM@EPA.GOV <SCULLY.PAM@EPA.GOV>
Sent: Tuesday, August 24, 2021 9:22 AM

To: Frederick, Tim <Frederick. Tim@epa.gov>

Cc: Scully, Pam <scully.pam@epa.gov>

Subject: Service Request Number: 5968

Attached is a copy of the Service Request that was submitted.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY



[image: ]REGION 4



61 Forsyth Street, S.W.

Atlanta, Georgia  30303





MEMORANDUM  								September 21, 2021



SUBJECT:	Review of OU1 Pre-Final Remedial Design Report

		LCP Superfund Site, Brunswick, GA

		

FROM:	Kevin Koporec, Toxicologist				

		Scientific Support Section 

		Superfund & Emergency Management Division



THROUGH:	Tim Frederick, Chief 			

		Scientific Support Section 

		Superfund & Emergency Management Division



TO:		Pam Scully, RPM

		Restoration & Sustainability Branch

		Superfund & Emergency Management Division





	Per your request, I have reviewed the Pre-Final (95%) Remedial Design Report for the LCP Chemicals Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 (OU1) Brunswick, Glynn County, Georgia.  I offer the following comments.  



COMMENT SPECIFICALLY TO THE RPM:



Appendix I- Long Term Monitoring Plan, Section 4.3.1.                                                              The sampling and processing approach proposed in this section references guidance on processing fish for fish consumption guidelines from the Georgia Department of Natural Resources.  Hence, GA-DNR should review at least this section of the report to ensure that they concur with the proposed approach.





COMMENTS INTENDED TO BE FORWARDED TO THE PREPARER OF THE REPORT:



1. Section 9.2.4, Air Quality Monitoring: “Particulate monitoring will begin concurrent with the initiation of dredging activities…The action level…will be a PM level of 0.150 mg/m3 above background…Background is considered the perimeter monitoring station with the lowest measurement.”                                                                                                                      Shouldn’t the background level be established prior to the initiation of the remedial work?



2. Section 13, discussion of fish tissue monitoring.                                                                              The basis for the finfish species to be monitored and the tissue target concentrations for human health protection should be stated in this section, or, at a minimum, provide clear reference to this information in Appendix I. 



3. Appendix I- Long Term Monitoring Plan, Section 1.5.3: “…target tissue concentrations were calculated from protective tissue concentrations using site-specific sediment to biota bioaccumulation factors.”                                                                                      This statement appears to be incorrect. Protective tissue concentrations would be used with site-specific sediment to biota bioaccumulation factors to calculate sediment concentrations. 



4. Appendix L- Institutional Controls Plan, Section 2.4:   “COCs pose a potential health and safety exposure risk to public access within OU1…”                                                 To reflect that some COCs are based on potential human health effects, but all COCs are based on adverse effects on aquatic species, this text should be revised, such as: COCs pose a potential health and safety exposure risk to public access and/or potential adverse effects to aquatic species within OU1…”  



5. Appendix L- Institutional Controls Plan, Section 3.2 Informational Controls), Section 3.4 (Enforcement and Permit Tools), Figure 1 (Fish Advisory locations).                            Are any informational signs currently in place in the marsh area or on the banks of any of the creeks to inform the public about current fish consumption advisories? If not, how are the public informed regarding the fish consumption advisories? It would be helpful to have this information in this section of the report, and perhaps in the report body (it not already there).  







	



	Feel free to contact me if you need further assistance on risk assessment issues.  
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